Abstract This article considers how reconciliation might by understood as a democratic undertaking. It does so by examining the implications of the debate between theorists of 'deliberative' and 'agonistic' democracy for the practice of democracy in divided societies. I argue that, in taking consensus as a regulative idea, deliberative democracy tends to conflate moral and political community thereby representing conflict as already communal. In contrast, an agonistic theory of democracy provides a critical perspective from which to discern what is at stake in the politics of reconciliation since it understands community as a contingent achievement of political action. As such, an agonistic account of democracy suggests the possibility of retrieving the concept of reconciliation from a state-sanctioned project of nation building for a democratic politics centred on the possibilities of self-determination and solidarity among citizens divided by a history of state violence.
to the extent that community must be conceived as dynamic, as always in the process of becoming. 1 In societies as diverse as South Africa, Chile and East Timor, reconciliation has been promoted as a measure of transitional justice. Together with practices such as amnesty, criminal trials, reparations, truth commissions, constitution-making and removal of perpetrators/collaborators from public office, reconciliation among 'ordinary citizens' is now widely understood as an essential aspect of democratisation. By publicly accounting for and acknowledging human rights violations perpetrated by a former regime against certain members of a polity for the sake of the good of the whole, it is hoped that moral and political community will be restored between the persecutors (and their beneficiaries) and the persecuted. 3 Muldoon argues that the deliberative moment of reconciliation needs to be affirmed in order to enable principled public judgements about the justness of the existing political order. The agonistic moment of reconciliation needs to be affirmed since the existential encounter with difference has the power to jolt us out of political complacency and to challenge received understandings.
In this paper I explore the implications of the debate between theorists of deliberative and agonistic democracy for how we might conceptualise reconciliation as a political undertaking. While I am sympathetic to Muldoon's suggestion that political reconciliation might require mediating between the agonistic and deliberative moments of democracy, I am not convinced that it is possible to combine these two philosophical frameworks (at least, not without according priority to the claims of one over the other, which would not be a matter of combination but of cooptation). Instead, I will suggest that political reconciliation requires attending to two extraordinary and 'agonistic' moments of the political: the Schmittian moment of intensification in terms of the friend-enemy distinction and the Arendtian moment of initiatory action.
Deliberation and agonism
The central claim of deliberative democracy is that collective decisions are more legitimate to the extent that they are the outcome of public reasoning among free and equal persons. 4 On this view, democracy is not simply about aggregating private preferences according to a particular decision rule in
order to ascertain what the will of the majority is. Rather, citizens are called on to justify their policy preferences in terms that all those who will be affected by a decision might reasonably accept. Citizens should not just boldly assert their own particular interests but should be able to represent their interests in terms of general moral principles to which all can (potentially) agree.
In this context, deliberative democrats emphasise that citizens' preferences should not be treated as pre-political givens. Rather, opinions and preferences are formed through political interaction and, therefore, might be (and sometimes should be) transformed through the course of public deliberation. As such, democratic deliberation is oriented towards achieving consensus even though consensus is, in fact, rarely achieved. In the face of persistent moral disagreement over the best policy, voting and bargaining become necessary in order to reach a collective decision. But that decision will be more legitimate (and therefore more morally binding on the 'losers') to the extent that the perspectives, values and interests of all those affected by a decision have been fairly represented and taken into consideration in arriving at it.
Agonistic democrats, by contrast, draw attention to and affirm the centrality of conflict within democratic politics. While there are significant differences among theorists of agonistic democracy, what they share is a principled desire to leave more up to politics in the sense that citizens should be free to contest the terms of public life and the conditions of their political association. 5 Agonistic democrats' affirmation of the conflictual nature of democratic politics is motivated by a suspicion of attempts to determine in advance what is to count as legitimate political action because this too often becomes a way of coopting radical challenges to the dominant interests within a society. Rather than seeking to determine the basic principles that should govern democratic deliberation, agonistic democrats aim to understand democracy primarily in terms of an ethos which affirms the contingency and openness of political life. Following from this, rather than taking for granted commonality (i.e. the 'fact' of the demos or people) as a precondition for democratic deliberation, they emphasise the extent to which this commonality (the experience of a "we") is a difficult, fragile and contingent achievement of political action.
There is much in deliberative democracy that I would want to hold on to, especially its emphasis on the transformative potential of democratic politics on citizens preferences. Yet the agonistic conception of democracy is important because it provides a critical perspective from which to discern what is at stake in the politics of reconciliation. 6 For this perspective guards against a certain complacency that occludes the political nature of reconciliation by construing it in moral, juridical, therapeutic or religious terms. What is common in metaphors such as 'settling accounts', 'healing nations' and 'restoring community' that are often invoked in reconciliation talk is a presumption of unity as a social good. 7 The effect of this presumption is to depoliticise the terms in which the unity of the polity is represented. Against this tendency, an agonistic perspective suggests the possibility of retrieving the concept of reconciliation from a state-sanctioned project of national building for a radical democratic politics centred on the possibilities for collective action and solidarity among citizens divided by a history of state violence.
Deliberative disagreement
Agonistic democrats argue that 'modern democracy's specificity lies in the recognition and legitimation of conflict and the refusal to suppress it by imposing an authoritarian order'. 8 This appears to be an uncontentious claim.
Yet Chantal Mouffe goes further by insisting that the 'inherently conflictual aspect of pluralism, linked to the dimension of undecidability and the ineradicability of antagonism is precisely what the deliberative democracy model is at pains to erase'. 9 This is so, she argues, because deliberation privileges consensus as a regulative idea.
However, it is not obvious why acknowledging consensus as the ideal outcome of rational deliberation entails the denial or suppression of conflict.
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For deliberative democrats readily recognise that consensus is rarely achieved in practice. While consensus is an ideal that actually existing democracies inevitably fail to realise it may nonetheless serve as a critical standard by which to judge the legitimacy of democratic decision-making.
Because they recognise the inevitability of moral pluralism, deliberative democrats do not think that the more democratic a society is, the less moral disagreement there will be. Rather, they make the more modest claim that it is only by presupposing the possibility of arriving at a consensus that conflict and disagreement can be brought within a shared horizon of meaning between conflicting parties. It is against the horizon of meaning constituted by the anticipation of a possible consensus that parties are able to make sense of social conflict in order that they can at least continue to pursue fair terms of social cooperation despite their fundamental and persisting moral disagreement (for instance by compromising, bargaining or agreeing to disagree).
This is the main argument of Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson's
Democracy and Disagreement, which is subtitled 'why moral conflict cannot be avoided in politics, and what should be done about it'. 11 The fundamental value on which Gutmann and Thompson's theory of deliberative democracy rests is reciprocity. Democratic reciprocity requires citizens to 'seek fair terms of social cooperation for their own sake'. 12 As such, reciprocity requires that citizens should be prepared to 'justify their political views to one another' and 'treat with respect those who make good-faith efforts to engage in this mutual enterprise even when they cannot resolve their disagreements'. 13 Reciprocity is distinct from two other principles according to which moral disagreement might by dealt with: prudence and impartiality. According to the principle of prudence, citizens bargain according to their particular individual or group interests in order to come to an arrangement that satisfies as many interests as possible within present circumstances. Reciprocity demands more than this since it requires that citizens provide not just contingent interest-based reasons but general moral reasons for why those with whom we disagree should accept this particular bargain. In the absence of such moral reasons, as Rawls observes, any modus vivendi will be unstable since it is likely to fall apart as soon as the balance of power in society shifts. 14 According to the principle of impartiality, citizens should reason only in terms of a universal moral point of view that is independent of their particular perspectives and interests. Reciprocity is not as demanding as impartiality because it does not require citizens to be altruistic; they are not required to transcend their self-interest but only to represent their particular claims in terms of general principles that others might reasonably accept. 15 Gutmann and Thompson have argued that their theory of deliberative democracy (and the value of reciprocity on which it relies) provides the most adequate framework in terms of which to justify the work of truth commissions in divided societies because it is 'explicitly designed to deal with ongoing moral controversy'. 16 Truth commissions require moral justification, they argue, since they are often promoted as an alternative to criminal trials. A prudential justification of a truth commission would view it as the outcome of a treaty between contending parties in order to avert or bring to an end violent conflict. If it is not possible to punish the wrongdoers of the former regime (because amnesty was a condition of the peaceful transition to democracy or because they continue to hold positions of power in society or simply because there is not enough evidence to convict them) at least a truth commission can provide official acknowledgement that certain wrongs were perpetrated (e.g.
that certain people were 'disappeared' or tortured). As such, a truth commission is settled on as part of a strategic compromise between parties to a conflict (truth in exchange for amnesty). But such a justification, Gutmann and Thompson argue, is inadequate from a democratic point of view because, taken on its own, it fails to provide good reasons for why citizens should value political stability over seeing justice done. 17 Gutmann and Thompson identify two impartialist justifications of truth commissions. The first justification is associated with the (loosely interpreted) idea of restorative justice and the notion that forgiving one's wrongdoers is a higher form of justice than punishing them. When perpetrators acknowledge wrongdoing and express remorse, victims should forgive them in order to restore them to the moral community. This justification is impartialist in that it
requires the victim to demonstrate Christ-like love by putting concern for the perpetrator before her own particular interest in seeking retributive justice.
The problem with this justification is that it relies on a comprehensive moral doctrine (one based, in particular, in a certain theological tradition) that is not shared by all members of society (and not even by all Christians).
Consequently, while such a compassionate justification of truth commissions might appeal to some members of society (and therefore form part of an overlapping consensus on the desirability of a truth commission), it is, in itself, an insufficient justification in a pluralistic society.
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The second impartialist justification is associated with establishing the truth (both factual and evaluative) about the past. In accounting for past wrongs, a truth commission provides a basis for establishing a new dispensation founded on the promise 'never again'. The problem with this justification (at least potentially) is that insofar as a truth commission seeks a final verdict about the past it assumes that the facts about the past can be uncovered independently of the social context in which they are discovered.
Consequently, it is not able to accommodate the competing historical interpretations that are central to the moral disagreement among members of a divided society. 19 Short of requiring a consensus on public policy or institutional procedures, what deliberative democracy demands is 'an appreciation of principles that set the conditions of political discussion…Recognising that politics cannot be purged of moral conflict, it seeks a common view on how citizens should publicly deliberate when they fundamentally disagree'. 20 In the absence of a consensus, democratic reciprocity requires citizens to seek an 'economy of moral disagreement' according to which they justify their political claims on each other by 'seeking a rationale that minimises rejection of the positions they oppose'. 21 Citizens economise on their moral disagreement by refraining from giving reasons that are based in their own comprehensive doctrine (since it would be unreasonable to expect those who do not share this doctrine to accept these reasons) and by seeking out points of convergence between their own understanding and those with whom they disagree. 22 In this way, the principle of reciprocity is supposed to provide an inclusive perspective that at the same time permits a wide range of reasonable disagreement. When confronted with deliberative disagreement, one can nonetheless continue to respect those with whom one disagrees so long as one recognises that they are sincere and committed to finding fair terms of social cooperation. As such, the principle of reciprocity provides a model of democratic practice that a truth commission should exemplify in its own proceedings:
…sincere efforts on the part of citizens to offer an account of their political past closely resemble the most basic activities in the kind of democratic politics to which a healthy democracy aspires…The very activity of providing an account that other citizens can be expected to understand as reasonable (even if not right) indicates the willingness of citizens to acknowledge one another's membership in a common democratic enterprise. 23 The requirement that citizens should be committed to establishing fair terms of social cooperation ensures that their conflict remains civil in the transitional state. Insofar as it exemplifies the principle of reciprocity in its own proceedings a truth commission should be able to accommodate fundamental moral disagreement among members of a divided society while contributing to the democratisation of that society. Insofar as Mouffe's argument is plausible, it seems to come down to this:
It is a political mistake to model democracy on the ideal of an unconstrained deliberation between free and equal citizens because the anticipated moral consensus in terms of which conflict is made meaningful is always, in fact, politically constituted. 24 Following from this, it is because deliberative democracy presupposes commonality in terms of an anticipated moral consensus rather than as a political achievement that it often fails to recognise the political nature of its own exclusions.
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The claim that any moral consensus is always politically constituted depends on the premise that the separation between morality and ethics (or between procedure and substance) on which deliberative democracy relies is untenable. 26 Consequently, in any actually existing democracy, the terms in which an anticipated moral consensus among free and equal persons is represented will always be based on a contingent and provisional hegemony of the prevailing tradition within which these terms are conceived. 32 It is in this sense, then, that an anticipated moral consensus is always, in fact, politically constituted since it must always be articulated within a determinate political community, a concrete "we" that is constituted in relation to a "them". 33 As
Gillian Rose writes, 'Politics begins not when you organise to defend an individual or particular or local interest, but when you organise to further the 'general' interest within which your particular interest may be represented'. 34 Yet, deliberative democrats such as Gutmann and Thompson tend to understand politics only in the narrower sense as a conflict between particular interests while seeking to determine in advance (by recourse to the regulative idea of consensus) the general interest in terms of which political conflict should be represented.
Because it presupposes commonality in terms of an anticipated moral consensus rather than recognising commonality as a contingent outcome of political interaction, deliberative democracy tends to neglect the political nature of its own exclusions. In particular, the requirement that particular claims should be reasonable may prevent certain objections to a dominant order from being raised in the first place. 35 If Mouffe is correct that reasoning always takes place within a particular tradition, then those members of society who articulate the overlapping moral consensus are likely to sound more reasonable than those who are marginalised by this dominant tradition. 36 The requirement that particular claims should be represented in terms of the general principles of public reason may therefore have the effect of silencing certain claims because they appear unreasonable or are simply inexpressible in these terms. 37 As Sheldon Wolin puts it, public reason may then appear not so much as a neutral but a 'neutralising principle'. claims from democratic deliberation is an act of power and not simply a moral requirement. 39 As such, moral disagreement is contained or civilised only by excluding from serious democratic deliberation those claims that cannot be represented in terms of the dominant political discourse that determines what counts as reasonable.
By contrast, Mouffe insists that 'instead of trying to erase the traces of power and exclusion, democratic politics requires us to bring them to the fore, to make them visible so that they can enter the terrain of contestation'. 40 When it comes down to it, Mouffe does not dispute the fact that we need some such distinction as that between reasonable/unreasonable in order to enable democratic deliberation. Rather, her point is that because the basis on which this distinction is drawn is always contestable, it can not be a simple moral distinction but must have a political dimension. In Schmittian terms, what is ultimately at stake in how the distinction is drawn is never only a matter of right and wrong but always potentially the distinction between friend and enemy, which is to say a matter of identity and belonging -of how a "we" comes to appear on the political scene. Thompson readily acknowledge that the idea of 'reasonableness' is, as Stanley Fish puts it, a 'device of exclusion' within their theory. 42 However, they view it as a justifiable moral exclusion rather than a political one: 'a deliberative perspective does not address people who reject the aim of finding fair terms for social cooperation; it cannot reach those who refuse to press their public claims in terms accessible to their fellow citizens'. 43 They insist that it is simply not possible to provide moral reasons without presupposing a shared moral perspective, which necessarily relies on some criteria for distinguishing between reasonable and unreasonable claims. 44 In fact, they insist, agonistic democrats covertly rely on such a perspective insofar as they take exclusion to be morally wrong even while they deny the availability of an impartial moral perspective that would allow them to make this claim. 45 Moreover, contrary to Mouffe, they believe it is possible for this distinction to be articulated independently of the relations of power through which identities are constituted. In fact, as Scott Veitch discusses, the requirements for amnesty in South Africa -that perpetrators provide full disclosure of the truth and demonstrate that their violent acts were associated with a political objective -drew the amnesty applicants and the law into a political reassessment of the past, one which demanded a confrontation between actors' self understandings then and now. For the amnesty commission had to judge applicants both as individuals who committed isolated crimes and as members of a class who were pursuing political objectives. Being true to the past thus required both making political sense of how wrongs came to be perpetrated as well as the moral judgement that these acts were wrong. By making political sense of past wrongs those social meanings that structured the perpetrator's actions and that make his choice of evil comprehensible come to the fore. 48 Gutmann and Thompson argue that a virtue of deliberative democracy is that it does not stake the possibility of reconciliation on citizens learning to love their political adversaries through a politics of remorse and forgiveness.
Rather, citizens are required only to respect each other, that is, to recognise others as fellow citizens and be 'willing to treat them as such as long as they demonstrate a willingness to reciprocate'. 49 Yet because any overlapping moral consensus must be politically articulated, this requirement can also serve to appropriate particular experiences and coopt them in the service of national unity. As Humphrey discusses, in South Africa the fundamental and sometimes ambiguous social distinctions that shaped individuals' experience of political violence were often covered over through the symbolic re-presentation and appropriation of survivors' testimonies in terms of a heroic nationalist narrative, which interpreted suffering as having contributed to bringing about a better society. 54 The requirement of reasonableness thus presents a problem not just for perpetrators and beneficiaries of the former regime but for victims. Gutmann and Thompson argue that 'victims of injustice should not be expected to economise on their disagreement with perpetrators of injustice unless the perpetrators of injustice demonstrate a willingness to assume responsibility for their actions'. 55 This suggests that when the former oppressors are willing to assume responsibility for past wrongs then it would be unreasonable for those they oppressed not to seek fair terms of social cooperation with them. But any such imperative to reconcile could only be political rather than moral. 56 Those who were oppressed under the old regime have good cause for being wary of the demand that they frame their particular claims in terms of a common good that includes their former oppressors. For state violence is inevitably 'accompanied by the claim that the interest of some members of the polity may lawfully be impeded by other members in the interest of the whole.' 57 To be sure, the common good that public reason relies on is a thin one insofar as it is based on a reciprocity of interests of persons in securing the primary social goods (basic liberties) that enable them to lead their lives according to their particular conception of good. Yet, as Bert van Roermund points out, it is not clear why those who were oppressed ought to view those private interests in primary social goods that they have in common with their former oppressors as shared interests. 58 In the context of a divided society, a reciprocity of interests can not be presupposed. Rather, 'to live under the rule of law is to engage the daily effort to find good reasons to do so'.
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In sum, the reasonableness requirement may serve to discipline conflict by representing it as already communal. By understanding conflict in terms of a single moral community, deliberative democracy tends to elide the risk of politics: that a conflict may turn out to be between two political communities whose interests and values remain irreconcilable. This is the case whether the anticipated moral consensus is conceived thinly (in terms of an overlapping consensus on human rights) or thickly (in terms of establishing a collective memory). As Emilios Christodoulidis discusses, reconciliation is often predicated on the unwarranted assumption that collecting memories through testimony will lead to the establishment of a collective memory. 60 But assuming that a collective narrative is possible may unduly limit the freedom of citizens to contest the terms of their political association by overdetermining the identities that available to be assumed within in the conflict. 61 On the other hand, when reconciliation is construed in terms of a thin moral consensus on basic human rights, it tends to represent the violence of the past in individualistic terms which fail to address the wider processes of legitimation of political violence which implicate ordinary citizens in state wrongs. 62 Consequently, it fails to establish grounds for why members of a divided society might want to seek any terms of social cooperation in the first place.
Reconciliation and the political
An agonistic account of democracy is important, then, insofar as it draws attention to the politics of reconciliation and the fragility and contingency of the community that it aims to bring about. Instead of understanding reconciliation in terms of restoring a relationship between alienated co-members of a moral community, agonistic democracy suggests that the problem of reconciliation, as a political undertaking, is how to transform a relation of enmity into one of civic friendship or, as Mouffe puts it, how to 'transform antagonism into agonism'.
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Underlying Mouffe's theory of agonistic democracy is a Schmittian account of 'the political', which she contrasts to ordinary 'politics'. Here the political refers to the 'dimension of antagonism that is inherent in human
relations' or what Schmitt calls 'the ever-present possibility of the friendenemy relation'. 64 As such, the political refers to an extraordinary momentthe potential resort to violence against an enemy -that conditions ordinary
politics. Yet violence itself is not political. Rather, the political refers to the intensification of association or disassociation between groups that is conditioned by the possibility of violent confrontation. 65 Such moments of intensification bring the political nature of social life into view. In contrast to 'the political', Mouffe takes ordinary 'politics' to refer to the 'ensemble of practices, discourses and institutions which seek to establish a certain order and organize human coexistence in conditions that are always potentially conflictual because they are affected by the dimension of 'the political'.
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For Mouffe then, politics is always concerned with the constitution of a "we" and this "we" is always articulated in contrast to a "them". What is distinctive about democratic politics is not that it seeks to resolve this inevitable conflict between competing identities. Rather it aims to mediate the conflict in such a way that the other is perceived not as an 'enemy to be destroyed' (or excluded from the political community?) but as an 'adversary', i.e. one with whom we disagree vehemently but whose right to contest the terms of our political association we respect. 67 Here, the distance between Mouffe suggests it would entail a 'radical change in identity' that would be 'more a sort of conversion than a process of rational persuasion'. 68 Given this, it seems that agonistic respect is less conditional than is demanded by the principle of reciprocity in the deliberative model.
Following Gutmann and Thompson, we need only respect those who are willing to 'press their public claims in terms accessible to their fellow citizens'
(cited above). By contrast, agonistic respect is less conditional in the sense that it entails an openness to listen to those who appear to us unreasonable and a willingness to question what counts as reasonable political speech.
Such respect is not unconditional since we cannot but approach the other in terms of certain presuppositions about the limits of legitimate politics. As such, our encounter with the other is always conditioned by the interpretative framework (or identity) we bring to it. But it is less conditional in that these limits are kept in view for being political, which is to say contestable. Agonistic respect, in this way, refers to a mode of political engagement that, as
Connolly puts it, 'exceeds the reach of any fixed code, austere set of procedures, or settled interpretation of moral universals'. 69 Or, in James
Tully's more straightforward language, agonistic respect is based on the principle 'always listen to the other side'. 76 Yet, this understanding of democracy as ethos is primarily a weakness when viewed from an institutional perspective. 77 In contrast, it provides further conceptual resources in terms of which to conceptualise reconciliation as a political undertaking that resists cooptation by modern states as a nation-building project. But against Mouffe, this requires attending also to the Arendtian moment of the political.
Reconciliation as potential of political action
Sheldon Wolin draws attention to the Arendtian moment of the political which he takes to be 'an expression of the idea that a free society composed of diversities can nonetheless enjoy moments of commonality when, through public deliberations, collective power is used to promote or protect the wellbeing of the collectivity'. 78 Politics, by contrast, 'refers to the legitimised public contestation, primarily by organised and unequal social powers, over access to the resources available to the public authorities of the collectivity'. 79 As in Mouffe, the political refers to an extraordinary moment that conditions ordinary politics. ('Politics is continuous, ceaseless and endless. In contrast, the political is episodic, rare'.) 80 On both accounts, the concept of the political refers to a certain potentiality within politics according to which commonality emerges out of difference. In other words, the political refers to a dynamic inherent within political action by which a "we" (and hence the idea of a general interest) comes to be articulated. Yet, on each account this "we" is articulated in a fundamentally different way.
For Wolin, contrary to Mouffe, the political refers not to an intensification in term of the friend-enemy distinction, which resists reconciliation. 81 Rather it refers to the possibility of solidarity emerging spontaneously among individuals engaged in collective (and often revolutionary) action. For Wolin, democracy is not a 'form' of government but a rather 'a project concerned with the political potentialities of ordinary citizens, that is, with their possibilities for becoming political beings through the self-discovery of common concerns and of modes of action for realizing them'. 82 For Wolin, then, democracy is not a regime but 'a political moment, perhaps the political moment, when the political is remembered and recreated'. 83 Against Schmitt's realism, this
Arendtian moment of the political is surely utopian.
Yet, it is precisely because it draws its energy from the aspiration towards a community that is 'not yet' that a politics of reconciliation is, by definition, a utopian politics. Insofar as it is political, reconciliation is concerned with the constitution of a plural "we" in terms of which former enemies might re-cognise past violence and ongoing conflict in the present.
However, this "we" is kept in view for being a contingent political possibility.
Understanding reconciliation as a political potentiality in this way is important because, as Christodoulidis writes, it 'imports an awareness that keeps community both attuned to the aspiration of being-in-common and aware of its vulnerability' (cited above).
Reconciliation depends on the Arendtian moment of the political because it is a revolutionary moment in which 'the people' constitutes itself by taking back power from the state. For, insofar as it is a political undertaking, reconciliation is not about restoring a moral order but initiating a new political order. When conceived in these terms, reconciliation is not about settling accounts but remains as an unsettling experience since it seeks to enact a radical break with the social order that underpinned the violence of the past.
By construing democracy in terms of a mode of being, as an experience that can be lost and needs to be recaptured, radical democracy keeps before it an awareness that the "we", that a reconciliatory politics necessarily presupposes, exists as a potentiality of political action in the present. As such, the invocation of this "we" creates a space for politics by delimiting a horizon against which citizens divided by state wrongs might contest the terms of their political association. 84 Yet such a reconciliatory politics is always also conditioned by the awareness of the Schmittian moment of the political and the intensifications that resist reconciliation.
Agonistic democracy provides a valuable framework in terms of which to conceptualise political reconciliation precisely because it distinguishes between polity/the political (the "we" that provides the background against which social conflict becomes meaningful) and ordinary politics (the conflicting values and interests that are the basis of public disagreement and conflict).
When understood in these terms political reconciliation is predicated on an awareness of the fragility of polity: whereas anticipation of the utopian Arendtian moment of the political establishes a space for a reconciliatory politics that does not over-determine the terms in which it might be enacted, anticipation of the realist Schmittian moment draws attention to the risk of politics (the fact that conflict may turn out to be irreconcilable) and so keeps us attuned to what is politically at stake in the representation of conflict and,
